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patron having a ticket, who is prevented from entering the theater, 
or who is removed therefrom, can only sue on the contract for the 
money paid for the ticket and the damages sustained by a breach of 
the contract. 

[Ed. Note.-For other cases, see Theaters and Shows, Cent. Dig 
? 4; Dec. Dig. ? 4.*] 

3. Pleading (? 204*)-Declaration-Causes of Action-Demurrer.- 
Where the declaration contains two counts stating good causes of 
action in tort and another count intended to be in tort, it is imma- 
terial whether the latter count states a good cause of action as 
against a demurrer to the whole declaration. 

[Ed. Note.-For other cases, see Pleading, Cent. Dig. ?? 486-490; 
Dec. Dig. ? 204.* 1 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 141.] 

Error to Circuit Court of City of Richmond. 
Action by George H. Black against the W. W. V. Company, 

Incorporated. There was a judgment overruling a demurrer to 
the declaration, and defendant brings error. Affirmed. 

The second count of the declaration states a cause of action for 
false imprisonment. 

The third count states a cause of action for assault and battery. 
Allen G. Collins, for plaintiff in error. 
Johnt A. Lamb, for defendant in error. 

BROWN et al. v. SURRY LUMBER CO. 

June 13, 1912. 

[75 S. E. 84.] 
1. Logs and Logging (? 3*)-Sales of Standing Timber-Failure 

to Remove.-Where it was claimed that it was intended by the par- 
ties to a contract for the sale of standing timber that the purchaser 
should commence cutting within a reasonable time, and that he had 
forfeited his rights by delay, a remark by the seller in a casual 
conversation with the purchaser that he thought it was time the 
purchaser'was cutting the timber, if he intended to cut it, was not 
a sufficient demand that the purchaser proceed to justify the court 
in declaring a forfeiture, especially where for seven years thereafter 
the seller made no further mention of the matter. 

[Ed. Note.-For other cases, see Logs and Logging, Cent. Dig. 
?? 6-12; Dec. Dig. ? 3.* 13 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 219.] 

2. Logs and Logging (? 3*)-Sales of Standing Timber-Time for 
Removal.-A deed conveying all the standing timber on a tract of 

*For other cases see same topic and section NUMBER in Dec. 
Dig. & Am. Dig. Key No. Series & Rep'r Indexes. 
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land of a specified size at the time of cutting, together with a right 
of way across the land for the purpose of removing the timber, and 
providing that the purchaser should have five years in which to 
cut and remove the timber from the time they commenced manu- 
facturing it into wood or lumber, but that they should not be limited 
as to the time within which they should commence the cutting or 
removal, did not give the purchaser a perpetual right to enter on 
the land and cut the timber, but merely a right to do so within 
a reasonable time. 

[Ed. Note.-For other cases, see Logs and Logging, Cent. Dig. 
?? 6-12; Dec. Dig. ? 3.* 13 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 219.] 

3. Contracts (? 324*)-Validity.-Contracts which contravene no 
rule of law must be enforced by the courts. 

[Ed. Note.-For other cases, see Contracts, Cent. Dig. ?? 1549- 
1557; Dec. Dig. ? 324.* 3 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 419.] 

4. Logs and Logging (? 3*)-Sales of Standing Timber-Time for 
Removal.-Where a deed conveying standing timber provided that 
the purchaser should have 5 years to cut and remo:-e the timber 
after commencing cutting, but should not be limited as to the time 
within which to commence, and the purchaser without protest from 
the seller delayed commencing for nearly 14 years, the seller is not 
prejudiced by a decree construing the deed as providing for a rea- 
sonable time only within which to commence cutting, and holding 
that one year after the termination of the action would be such rea- 
sonable time. 

[Ed. Note.-For other cases, see Logs and Logging, Cent. Dig. 
?? 6-12; Dec. Dig. ? 3.* 13 Va.-W. Va. Enc. Dig. 219.] 

Appeal from Circuit Court, Sussex County. 
Action by R. A. Brown and another against the Surry Lumber 

Company. From the decree, plaintiffs appeal. Affirmed. 

Geo. Mason and Chas. E. Plummer, for appellants. 
Wm. B. Mcllwaine, W. B. Coeke, and Dazis & Davis, for ap- 

pellee. 

HERRELL, County Treasurer, v. BOARD OF SUP'RS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY. 

June 13, 1912. 

[75 S. E. 87.] 
1. Attorney and Client-(? 71*)-Authority to Sue-Waiver of Ob- 

jection.-An objection that an attorney, suing for a county boari 

*For other cases see same topic and section NUMBER in Dec. 
Dig. & Am. Dig. Key No. Series & Rep'r Indexes. 
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